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The nonorablv David Co, Treono Alia& X)4 rc7
Houso of Ropvesentatives
Pear 1tW Trean:

We refer to your letter toour Offico dated
May 22, 1979, &9loo signed by other Niiabers' f
Congress, on behalf of American Laundry Machtnery,
Incorporated, and Pellerin Hilnor Corpotetion,
requestiti9 reconsideration of our decision in
Gardner HuaqhinerxCorg~orationj G.A. Braun± ncotrjLrated
V5.ecfst or faconlderaitio?7 ne. 5MNf MwTa P2 1979x

..In that d*cIslon, we aff1$ned' our deciuion of
Soptember 25! 1978t which hold, that tin Vetera&}s u
AdminiutratJoji (VA) specif icatorns. foi: a s1e11fn s
laundry wasl ,mystem to be Installed At thf consolidated
laundry, Vete'roans Administrat cWii oupital, ,Ballibury,
North Carolina'i were unduly restrictivk of compttition.
In reaching thi deciLsion, we coijludetty that.GA braunf'e
"automated washir/extractor nystomw wouid have siatiufied
the Goverranent'a minimum needs anti, thereXore, the VA
speotfications wshich parmitted only a "ahelles." wash
system were unduly restrictive, our Ma'rch 12, 19719,
decision woe the second reconsideration of our deiaiion
of September 15, Y.976, 76-2 CPD 245, which .tnvolve0 the
name firms and issues. Amerioan Laundry Machinery,
Incorporated, and Pellerin Milnor Cotroratlon wero
furnished a copy ot' our Mearch 12, 197'f decision.

Requoste for rtconsideration of our decisions are
governed by the provisions of our Did 'Protest Procedures
(Procedures) at 4 Cd%*R. 5 20.9 (1970), which provide,
in part, as follostal

"0(b) noqueuit for reconsideration
of a decision of the Comptroller Gineral
Bhall be filed not later than 10 daiwv
after the basis for reconsideratilon
in known or shouli have been known,
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whichever Is earliti:, The toxina 'filed'
oc uuad In this section meabsu recelpt
in the General Accounting office,,"

Proteoto againat the uward of Govert-ent '5 .on-
t)racts are ferious matters, which deserve the lm-
mediate and tei.oly attention of the protester,
intorastod parties, and the contracting ageneny. Our
Procedurwa establiub an onlerly procems to Lnqure
equitiblo and prompt resolution of protests, Wbhere-
fore, timelIness standard. for the filing of protests
and requleus for reconisideration must be and are
strictoly construed by our OffLce. Under our Procarureu,
there is no provimlon for waiving them tim. requiromtnts
applicable to requesta for recxonsideration. Moreover,
we held in Department of Commerce; International
ComputaprlnE CorporiETiTnTh p2p 03-, Auust 2, '78,
78-2 CPD 84, that we would not consider requests for
reconsideration not filed within thn prescribed time
limit regardlesa of the circumstances involved.

Since no request for reconuideration of our
Itarch 12, 1979, decisloo was requested within the
prescribed time limits, we must declint any request
that the case be reopened.

We note, however, am pointed out in our last
decision ln this matter, that the VA has ri.cognixed
washer/extractors as equal to "shellesU" washers.
The specifications now provide for oftering either
system and the VA still have to deteraiLno whether an
offerted cytema tzleats its stated requiroments In a
partAcular solicitation.

Sincerely your.,

R. r. gtLLER

DOputlCoCnptroller Genetal
of the United Statuso




